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DETAILED ACTION 

• Examiner acknowledges receipt of the Request for Continued Examination (RCE) filed 
7/25/2006. 

• Claims 1-19 and 25 have been cancelled with this amendment. 

• Claims 20-24 are currently amended, 

• Claims 26-44 are newly added. 

• Claims 20-24 and 26-44 are currently pending. 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, see page 14, filed 7/25/2006, with respect to the objection to the 
specification (title) have been fully considered and are persuasive. The objection to the 
specification (title) has been withdrawn. 

2. Applicant's arguments, see pages 14-15, filed 7/25/2006, with respect to the rejection of 
claims 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
grounds of rejection. The arguments relating to Ofek are moot as the rejection is now under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) over Oran in view of U.S. Patent 6,141,355 to Palmer et al. See the rejection 
below for more detail. 

3. Applicant's arguments, see pages 15-16, filed 7/25/2006, with respect to the rejection of 
claims 21-25 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
grounds of rejection. 
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The rejection is now under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Oran in view of U.S. Patent 6,141,355 
to Palmer et al and in further view of Howe. However, applicant's arguments regarding the 
Howe reference may still apply and as such are addressed here. 

In the last paragraph of page 15, AppUcant argues that Howe fails to overcome the 
deficiencies of Oran and Ofek as applied to claim 20. This argument is moot as claim 20 is 
rejected under new grounds. In the first paragraph of page 16, Applicant argues that the 
combination of Oran and Ofek with Howe is improper. Applicant argues that Howe discloses a 
layer 1 switching system which is distinct from a packet switching system. Examiner 
respectfully disagrees and believes that the rejection below using Howe is valid. Howe does in 
fact disclose a layer 1 switching system. However, as is clear from the abstract, this is merely a 
means for providing efficient service to the packets which are at the network layer. At layer 3, 
the system is still transferring packets; Howe merely allows the core network to provide more 
efficient service to certain types of packets by forwarding them at layer 1 between certain nodes. 



Claim Objections 

4. Claims 29 and 37 are objected to because of the following informalities: "configure to 
receive" in line 8 should be changed to "configured to receive". Appropriate correction is 
required. 

5. Claim 33 is objected to because of the following informalities: "the transmitting node" in 
line 9 should be changed to *the device", as transmitting node is not referenced earlier in the 
claims. Appropriate correction is required. 
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6. Claim 37 is objected to because of the following informalities: "the plurality of modules" 
in lines 12-13 should be changed to *the one or more modules". Appropriate correction is 
required. 

7. Claims 38 and 39 are objected to because of the following informalities: the phrase "the 
LAN" in line 2 of claim 38 should be changed to "a LAN". Examiner assmnes this what 
Applicant intended. However, if Applicant chooses not to make this specific change, the phrase 
"the LAN" in both line 2 of claim 38 and lines 1-2 of claim 39 should be given proper antecedent 
basis earlier in the claim. Appropriate correction is required. 

8. Claim 42 is objected to because of the following informalities: the phrase "the 
transmitting node" in line 10 should be changed to "a transmitting node". Examiner assumes this 
what Applicant intended. However, if Applicant chooses not to make this specific change, the 
phrase "the transmitting node" in line 10 of claim 42 should be given proper antecedent basis 
earlier in the claim. Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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2. Claims 20, 26, 28-29, 34, 36-38, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 6,240,084 to Oran et al in view of U.S. Patent U.S. Patent 
6,141,355 to Palmer et al. 

Regarding claim 20, Oran discloses a method of reducing contention in a Local Area 
Network (LAN) switch, comprising the steps of: (1) collecting in a single device a plurality of 
different data signals including at least voice data (analog voice received at the telephony 
endpoint cards and the data received at the peripheral cards 24); (2) converting each of the 
plurality of different data signals into digital form (done in the telephony endpoint cards 16 of 
Figure 2); (3) transmitting the data signals in digital form (step 86 of Figure 4) from step (2) 
over a backplane bus to a CPU (voice/data router card 14 of Figure 2) in the single device; (4) in 
the CPU, converting the digital data into network packets destined for delivery over the LAN 
switch (step 88 of Figure 4 and lines 59-62 of column 2). 

Regarding claim 29, Oran discloses a device configured to reduce contention in a LAN 
switch, the device comprising: a CPU (voice/data router card 14 of Figure 2); a backplane bus 
(bus 26 of Figure 2); a plurality of modules coupled to the backplane bus (the modules coupled 
to the backplane bus), where each module is configured to receive data of a different type and 
present the received data to the CPU over the backplane bus; and a packet network interface 
(LAN interface 30) connectable to a Local Area Network (LAN) switch, wherein the device is 
configured to perform the steps of: (1) collecting a plurality of different data signals from the 
plurality of modules (analog voice received at the telephony endpoint cards and the data received 
at the peripheral cards 24); (2) converting each of the plurality of different data signals into 
digital form (done in the telephony endpoint cards 16 of Figure 2); (3) transmitting the data 
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signals in digital form (step 86 of Figure 4) from step (2) over the backplane bus to the CPU; (4) 
in the CPU, converting the digital data into network packets destined for delivery over the LAN 
switch (step 88 of Figure 4 and lines 59-62 of column 2). 

Regarding claim 37, Oran discloses a system for reducing contention in a LAN switch 
comprising a plurality of devices, each said device comprising: a CPU (voice/data router card 14 
of Figure 2); a backplane bus (bus 26 of Figure 2); a plurality of modules coupled to the 
backplane bus (the modules coupled to the backplane bus), where each module is configured to 
receive data of a different type and present the received data to the CPU over the backplane bus; 
and a packet network interface (LAN interface 30) connectable to a Local Area Network (LAN) 
switch, wherein the device is configured to perform the steps of: (1) collecting a plurality of 
diflferent data signals from the plurality of modules (analog voice received at the telephony 
endpoint cards and the data received at the peripheral cards 24); (2) converting each of the 
plurality of different data signals into digital form (done in the telephony endpoint cards 16 of 
Figure 2); (3) transmitting the data signals in digital form (step 86 of Figure 4) from step (2) over 
the backplane bus to the CPU; (4) in the CPU, converting the digital data into network packets 
destined for delivery over the LAN switch (step 88 of Figure 4 and lines 59-62 of column 2). 

Oran does not disclose expressly the step of scheduling the transmission of the network 
packets in such a way as to avoid contention in the LAN switch that would otherwise occur if the 
network packets had been processed by separate devices coupled to the LAN switch. Oran also 
does not disclose expressly the limitation of claim 20 that the data signals include video data. 
Oran also does not disclose expressly the limitation the internal timing system of claims 29 and 
37. Oran also does not disclose expressly the limitations of claim 37 that each device is 
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connected to the same LAN switch and that each device coordinates the scheduling of network 
packets over the LAN switch with the other devices so as to avoid contention in the LAN switch. 

Palmer discloses the step of scheduling the transmission of the network packets in such a 
way as to avoid contention in the LAN switch (X-Hub 4) that would otherwise occur if the 
network packets had been processed by separate devices coupled to the LAN switch (see lines 
33-40 of column 9, for example - clearly, the X-Hub is an Ethernet switch and prevents 
collisions (contention) that would have occurred in a conventional Ethemet hub). Palmer further 
discloses that these data signals include video signals in lines 23-28 of column 1 and lines 20-26 
of column 10. Palmer further discloses the limitation of an internal timing system capable of 
synchronizing with one or more extemal time sources in lines 23-30 of colimm 14. Palmer 
further discloses the limitations that each device is connected to the same LAN switch (see figure 
2) and that each device coordinates the scheduling of network packets over the LAN switch with 
the other devices so as to avoid contention in the LAN switch (see lines 33-40 of colimm 9, for 
example). 

Oran and Palmer are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
providing real-time services over a packet switched network. At the time of the invention it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Oran by modifying the 
server platform to be a device adapter with the properties described in Palmer. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to eliminate collisions for time-sensitive traffic, thus guaranteeing 
timely delivery as suggested in lines 12-13 of the abstract. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Palmer with Oran for the benefit of timely delivery of real-time traffic to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 20, 29, and 37. 
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Regarding claims 26, 34, and 43, the above combination of Oran and Palmer discloses 
the limitation that the LAN switch is an Ethernet LAN switch in that the X-Hub is an Ethemet 
switch for real-time or isochronous traffic (see lines 1-2 of column 5, for example). 

Regarding claims 28 and 36, the above combination of Oran and Palmer discloses the 
limitation that the plurality of different data signals originate from a plurality of local 
transmitters connected to the single device. See elements 16 and 24 in figure 2 of Oran as well 
as elements 100 and 200 in figure 2 of Palmer, for example. 

Regarding claim 38, the combination of Oran and Palmer discloses (see lines 27-34 of 
column 10) the limitation that at least one of the plurality of devices schedules packet delivery 
over the LAN by agreeing upon time slots (periods of time) during which network packets will 
be transmitted to the LAN switch (X-Hub 4). 

3. Claims 21-24, 27, 30-33, 35, 39-42, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 6,240,084 to Oran et al in view of U.S. Patent U.S. Patent 
6,141,355 to Pahner et al and in further view of U.S. Patent 6,61 1,519 to Howe. 

The combination of Oran and Palmer discloses all the limitations of parent claim 1 as 
described in the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) above. Oran, modified, does not disclose 
expressly the limitations of claims 21-25 regarding a proposed delivery schedule. 

Regarding claims 21, 30, and 39, Howe discloses the limitations that the scheduling step 
comprises: firom a transmitting node, transmitting a proposed delivery schedule to an intended 
receiving node (see figure 35; the call setup request is the proposed delivery schedule), wherein 
the proposed delivery schedule indicates time slots corresponding to times during which the 
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transmitting node proposes to transmit packets to the intended receiving node (see figure 42 
which provides more detail on the call setup request message; the desired start time and the 
periodic interval indicate the time slots when the transmitting node proposes to transmit packets); 

receiving from the intended receiving node an indication as to whether the proposed 
delivery schedule is acceptable to the intended receiving node (see figure 35 which indicates in 
the box starting "If Terminating Edge Node. . that an accept message is sent back to the 
previous node if the requested times are available); and 

if the proposed delivery schedule is acceptable, transmitting packets to the intended 
receiving node according to the proposed delivery schedule (this is disclosed throughout; 
consider lines 37-42 of column 4, for example). 

Regarding claims 22, 31, and 40, Howe discloses transmitting the query in the call setup 
message of figure 35. This is a query in that the receiving node can send feedback if this 
proposed schedule is not acceptable (see mode 2 in figure 36). The step of receiving firom the 
intended receiving node a reception map indicating time slots during which transmission to the 
intended receiving node would not conflict is disclosed in the next best scheduled time of mode 2 
of figure 36, The step of from the transmitting node, transmitting a proposed transmission map 
indicating time slots compatible with the reception map, during which the transmitting node 
intends to transmit packets is disclosed in steps 4 and 5 in columns 10 and 1 1 which indicate that 
the transmitting node will send another call setup message as part of the negotiation when it 
receives feedback fi-om the receiving node. The limitation of the transmitting packets according 
to the proposed transmission map is disclosed throughout; consider lines 37-42 of column 4, for 
example. 
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Regarding claims 23, 32, and 41, the last two steps are disclosed as indicated in claim 22 
above. The step of transmitting a bandwidth requirement to an intended receiving node is 
disclosed in figure 42 in the bits per packet and packets per second fields which indicated a 
maximum bandwidth required to support the request. 

Regarding claims 24, 33, and 42, Howe discloses transmitting a query (call setup 
message of figure 35) to a designated master node for a LAN- wide (the schedule is setup fi'om 
end-to-end) transmission map (this is a query in that the receiving node can send feedback if this 
proposed schedule is not acceptable (see mode 2 in figure 36)); receiving firom the master node a 
LAN-wide transmission map indicating time slots during which transmission to an intended 
receiving node would not conflict with other transmitters (the next best scheduled time of mode 
2 of figure 36); transmitting to the master node a proposed transmission map compatible with the 
LAN-wide transmission map, said proposed transmission map indicating time slots during which 
the transmitting node intends to transmit packets to the intended receiving node (steps 4 and 5 in 
columns 10 and 1 1 which indicate that the transmitting node will send another call setup 
message as part of the negotiation when it receives feedback firom the receiving node); and 
transmitting packets to the intended receiving node according to the proposed transmission map 
(disclosed throughout - consider lines 37-42 of column 4, for example). 

Oran, as modified, and Howe are analogous art because they are firom the same field of 
endeavor of packet conununication for time and delay sensitive data. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
combination of Oran and Palmer to add the layer 1 switching system as described in Howe. The 
motivation for doing so is twofold. First, this combination would provide a specific 
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implementation of the WAN connectivity that Palmer indicates is desirable in lines 50-57 of 
column 2. Secondly, further motivation is to guarantee delivery and reduce delay of real-time 
packets as suggested by Howe in lines 55-67 of colimm 3. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Howe with the above combination of Oran and Palmer for the benefit of 
providing WAN connectivity and guaranteed delivery/reduced delay to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 21-24, 30-33, and 39-42. 

Regarding claims 27, 35, and 44, the combination of Oran, Palmer, and Howe described 
above discloses the limitations that the Ethernet LAN switch is coupled to a WAN router. 
Consider Figure 1 for example. The Mid-Destination Router 3 is a WAN router. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert C. Scheibel whose telephone number is 571-272-3169. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday and Thursday from 6:30-5:00 Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are imsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Seema S. Rao can be reached on 571-272-3174. The fax phone nxmiber for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Robert C. Scheibel 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2616 
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